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University of Minnesota, Morris Scholastic Committee
Minutes #10, February 11, 2010
The Scholastic Committee met at 3:00 p.m. on February 11, 2010 in the Behmler Conference Room.
Members present: C.Dingley, J.Goodnough, M.Govada, S. Haugen, B. Mcquarrie (Chair), A.Raymond, J.
Schryver. Guest: J. Togeas
1. The Minutes of February 3 were approved.
2. Announcements:
• The Executive Group allowed one student to register after the deadline based on institutional
responsibility. The chair will follow-up with the appropriate division chair to ensure that there is
no recurrence of the circumstances resulting in this exception to policy.
• The Chair is going to invite interested members of the committee to join an Academic Alert
Working Group.
3. Presentation and discussion of Process for awarding Scholar of the College. Jim Togeas, Chair of
Functions and Awards Committee, summarized the discussions in fall semester concerning the chronic
dissatisfaction in the Campus Assembly with the criteria for making the Scholar of the College Award.
Hopefully, Scholastic and Functions and Awards can agree on a plan to make the process at least more
palatable to everyone, and at best make it seem equitable to everyone.
Functions and Awards identified two major problems in the process:
1. There is little continuity of leadership. Recent chairs have been members who were in their first
year of service on the committee.
2. Precedents for making the award have not been kept, although last year’s chair kept summary
notes.
Nominators are asked to indicate the distinguished contributions toward scholarship, artistic endeavor or
performance, excluding required coursework, for which the student is being nominated, and also
indicate scope of influence; i.e. was the paper or presentation refereed, was the performance reviewed,
was the conference local or national.
Review of the criteria used in 2009-2010 revealed that most dissatisfaction stemmed from not accepting
nominations based purely on internal UMM venues. Some Assembly members felt the procedure was
unfair because the availability of outside venues and the funding for attending them are unequal across
disciplines; others were supportive of the procedure. The campus needs to agree on a method that seems
more equitable, or scrap the award.
Suggestions to improve the process:
• Nominators must not assume expertise in all disciplines from members of Functions and Awards
Committee members
• Nominators need to prove their case
• Divisions [or disciplines] need to establish equivalent experiences that constitute outside venue
• Required review by outside venues is consistent with UMM practice—e.g. tenure
• Campus Assembly sees only a paragraph, and faculty must vote without benefit of the body of
supporting information
• The paragraphs are not at all uniform
• Target discipline coordinators with the call for nominations

•

If the number of nominations grows, limit the award to 3-4% of the student body instead of a
particular number.

After the meeting, Jenn Goodnough sent the committee the name of an outside venue that is available to
all disciplines/majors: National Conference on Undergraduate Research (NCUR). To the best of her
knowledge, NCUR has consistently been accepted by Functions and Awards as meeting the criteria for
external evaluation provided the work was also outside of major/coursework expectations (ie you could
present a major-required senior seminar research project at NCUR but not qualify for Scholar of the
College). Issue: funds to send non-UROP students to outside venues. If we proactively promote that
there is an outside evaluation option for everyone, we could perhaps focus on and make progress on the
real issue of funding. Perhaps when Divisions [disciplines] are asked to outline their criteria we include
information about NCUR.
Jeff Ratliff-Crain sent notice to the committee that funding is also available to non-UROP students by
contacting the University undergraduate research office. The Bos and Tate awards are another resource
for students to help defray costs associated with presenting.
Proposal from the Functions and Awards Committee
Here are the constraints on the proposal.
1. The award becomes meaningless if too many are made; sixty, for example, would be too many.
2. Students who meet the criteria must receive the award. That is to say, there can’t be a quota that
excludes worthy students. The criteria should be sufficiently stringent to recognize the best of the best
and make the award meaningful.
3. The award is intended to recognize students whose scholarship and/or performance has gone beyond
the requirements of the classroom and major. As I understand it, it was the Scholastic Committee that
mandated the phrase “excluding required coursework” in the nomination form [confirmed by the
Committee].
4. All faculty should be encouraged to seek outside venues for the scholarship and/or performance of
their students to enhance the students’ professional development.

Here is the proposal.
1) Divisions should determine in the context of the above constraints their criteria for the Scholar of the
College Award. If a single set of division-wide criteria can be developed, that’s fine, but in many
instances they might instead be developed by a subset of disciplines—for example, performance
disciplines—or even individual disciplines.
2) The written criteria should be given to the Functions and Awards Committee. [Functions and Awards
Committee will report again to Scholastic Committee.]
3) The Functions and Awards Committee retains the prerogative of determining the slate of nominees that
goes to the Campus Assembly for approval.
The proposal will be sent forward for broader response.

